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I. Introduction and Summary 1 

Q. PLEASE STATE YOUR NAME, POSITION, AND BUSINESS ADDRESS. 2 

A. My name is Charlotte F. TerKeurst.  I am a Senior Vice President of Competitive 3 

Strategies Group, Ltd. (CSG).  My business address is 70 East Lake Street, 7th Floor, Chicago, 4 

Illinois  60601. 5 

Q. ARE YOU THE SAME CHARLOTTE F. TERKEURST WHO SUBMITTED DIRECT 6 

TESTIMONY ON BEHALF OF THE CITIZENS UTILITY BOARD AND THE PEOPLE OF 7 

THE STATE OF ILLINOIS (CUB/AG) IN THIS PROCEEDING?. 8 

A. Yes, I am. 9 

Q. PLEASE SUMMARIZE YOUR REBUTTAL TESTIMONY IN THIS PROCEEDING. 10 

A. In response to other parties’ direct testimony, I make the following recommendations, for 11 

reasons explained in this rebuttal testimony: 12 

 13 
The inability to receive calls should be counted as an out-of-service condition in 14 
assessing a carrier’s compliance with the out-of-service over 24 hours standard. 15 

 16 
A carrier’s compliance with the repeat trouble report rate standard should be 17 
measured on a monthly basis. 18 

 19 
Carriers should be required to comply with the existing requirement that they 20 
install network interface devices (NIDs) by 2002.  The rule should specify that, in 21 
situations where both an external NID and an internal NID may be installed, the 22 
carrier’s network responsibilities extend to the internal NID unless the carrier 23 
chooses to remove it. 24 

 25 
Reporting requirements should not be relaxed. 26 

 27 
The rule should not be modified to require that, when considering appropriate 28 
fines, penalties, or other enforcement mechanisms, the Commission consider a 29 
carrier’s diligence in attempting to comply with the rule.  The rule should mirror 30 
the language of the new Section 13-712 of the Public Utilities Act regarding 31 
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consideration of the relative harm that a service quality failure causes for the 1 
affected customer or other users of the network.    2 

II. Out of Service Over 24 Hours 3 

 4 
Q. PLEASE RESPOND TO VERIZON’S RECOMMENDATION THAT THE INABILITY 5 

TO RECEIVE CALLS NOT BE CONSIDERED AN OUT-OF-SERVICE CONDITION. 6 

A. The inability to receive calls is a serious out-of-service condition that should be given 7 

priority repair treatment.  Verizon suggests that consumers who cannot make calls are at more of 8 

a disadvantage than consumers who cannot receive calls.  It argues that the need to restore 9 

service so consumers can place calls of an “urgent nature” is more important than restoring 10 

service so consumers can receive calls of an “urgent nature.”  When consumers order and pay for 11 

telephone service, they expect to both place and receive calls, and they are entitled to rely on 12 

prompt repair of any condition that causes either the inability to receive calls or the inability to 13 

make calls.  The inability to receive calls may be more insidious and dangerous than the inability 14 

to place calls because neither the calling party nor the called party may know of the out-of-service 15 

condition.  Someone unable to complete a call may, at the least, draw worrisome conclusions, 16 

such as that an elderly or disabled person has become unable to answer a phone that apparently 17 

rings and rings with no response.  At the worst, the inability to reach someone can have life-18 

threatening consequences for either the calling party or the person who cannot receive calls.  19 

Although Verizon proposes that “immediate, preferential, and expedited restoral” be afforded 20 

only to customers who have lost all service, the inability to receive calls is equally serious and 21 

requires the same preferential treatment.  As a result, Verizon’s proposed limitation should not be 22 

accepted. 23 
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Q. HAS VERIZON’S LIMITED DEFINITION OF OUT-OF-SERVICE AFFECTED ITS 1 

REPORTING OF COMPLIANCE WITH THE OUT-OF-SERVICE OVER 24 HOURS 2 

REQUIREMENT? 3 

A. Yes.  Verizon’s proposed exclusion of the inability to receive calls is consistent with the 4 

way it currently calculates its out-of-service performance.  Thus, Verizon under-reports the rate at 5 

which it fails to restore service within 24 hours.  This shortcoming prevents a determination of 6 

whether Verizon has complied with the requirement and also prevents a comparison of Verizon’s 7 

performance with that of other carriers.  Verizon’s practice underscores the need for the rules to 8 

be as specific as possible regarding the manner in which the carriers measure and report the 9 

required service quality standards. 10 

III. Trouble Reports 11 

 12 
Q. PLEASE RESPOND TO THE RECOMMENDATION OF CITIZENS 13 

TELECOMMUNICATIONS COMPANY THAT THE PERCENTAGE OF REPEAT 14 

TROUBLE REPORTS BE MEASURED ON AN ANNUAL BASIS RATHER THAN 15 

MONTHLY (RUHLAND TESTIMONY AT 11-12). 16 

A. As I understand Citizens’ concern, a carrier could fail to meet the monthly repeat trouble 17 

rate standard even if the actual number of repeat trouble reports is lower than in another month 18 

when it meets the standard.  However, the fact that there may be month-to-month variations in 19 

the number of total trouble reports does not warrant the use of a yearly standard rather than a 20 

monthly standard.  The repeat trouble report measurement is structured as a percentage of total 21 

trouble reports to ensure that those customers who have experienced trouble have a reasonable 22 
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assurance that the company will correct the trouble the first time.  A customer expects that his/her 1 

trouble will be corrected the first time, regardless of the number of other trouble reports by other 2 

customers in a particular month.  3 

A similar concept exists in the structure of the out-of-service over 24 hours service quality 4 

measure.  The out-of-service standard is based on the percentage, not the total number, of out-of-5 

service conditions that are restored within 24 hours.  The goal is that at least 95 percent of out-of-6 

service conditions each month be restored within 24 hours, regardless of the total number of out-7 

of-service conditions that may occur within that month.  The company is expected to maintain 8 

sufficient resources to meet this standard regardless of month-to-month variations (other than 9 

emergency conditions and other exclusions).  It is also reasonable to require the companies to 10 

consistently correct troubles (which include both out-of-service and less severe troubles) the first 11 

time.  As a result, Citizens’ recommendation should not be adopted. 12 

IV. Network Interface Devices 13 

 14 
Q. PLEASE EXPLAIN YOUR UNDERSTANDING OF AMERITECH ILLINOIS’ AND 15 

IITA’S RECOMMENDATIONS REGARDING THE PROPOSED REQUIREMENT THAT 16 

CARRIERS INSTALL EXTERNAL NETWORK INTERFACE DEVICES (NIDs) FOR ALL 17 

ONE- AND TWO-LINE CUSTOMERS IN SINGLE TENANT RESIDENCE AND 18 

COMMERCIAL BUILDINGS BY DECEMBER 31, 2002 (SECTION 730.335(a)). 19 

A. Ameritech Illinois proposes that the rule be modified to require only that a carrier install 20 

external NIDs when it is performing work at a premises lacking a NID and “extreme work 21 

conditions” do not exist, or upon request.  Ameritech Illinois also proposes that the rule be 22 
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modified to recognize that the Commission has “grandfathered” certain internally installed NIDs 1 

(AI Ex. 1.0 at 7 and AI Ex. 2.0 at 3).  IITA recommends similarly that carriers be required to 2 

install NIDs only in connection with all new service installations and at any time a trouble report is 3 

received regarding a customer location at which a NID has not yet been installed (Hendricks 4 

Testimony at 3-4). 5 

Q. SHOULD THE REQUIREMENT THAT CARRIERS INSTALL NIDs FOR ALL ONE- 6 

AND TWO-LINE CUSTOMERS IN SINGLE TENANT RESIDENCE AND COMMERCIAL 7 

BUILDINGS BY DECEMBER 31, 2002 BE RELAXED AS THESE PARTIES 8 

RECOMMEND? 9 

A. No.  Contrary to their recommendations, the rule should require that carriers install NIDs 10 

by December 31, 2002, consistent with the current requirements.  It may be reasonable to modify 11 

the rule to reflect the “grandfathered” internal NIDs, but only if such an exception is not used to 12 

justify a delay in the deadline for installing NIDs on a ubiquitous basis for all customers. 13 

 The carriers have been under an obligation since September 1987 to install NIDs on a 14 

universal basis.  This was required by the Commission’s Third Interim Order in Docket 86-0278 15 

(Attachment A to AI Ex. 2.0), with the deadline extended to 2002 by the Commission’s July 6, 16 

1995 Order in Docket 94-0431 (CUB/AG Exhibit 2.1 attached to this rebuttal testimony).  The 17 

1995 Order approved a stipulation in which the Illinois Telephone Association (representing all 18 

incumbent local exchange carriers) agreed to an extension that would require all NIDs to be 19 

installed by 2002, and agreed that annual reports would be filed indicating the total number of 20 

installed NIDs as well as the number of NIDs installed each year.  Fourteen years after the 21 

Commission first required that NIDs be installed, the carriers should  take whatever steps are 22 
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needed in order to finally complete what they have been under an obligation to do all along, and 1 

within the deadline contained in their signed stipulation. 2 

Q. HAVE AMERITECH ILLINOIS AND IITA EXPLAINED WHY THEY HAVE  3 

NOT INSTALLED NIDS UBIQUITOUSLY THROUGHOUT THEIR SERVICE 4 

TERRITORIES? 5 

A. No.  Neither Ameritech Illinois nor IITA explains why the Commission’s 1987 and 1995 6 

orders have not been followed.  They do not explain whether steps were ever taken toward 7 

compliance with the requirement of ubiquitous NID installation or, if so, why progress was halted. 8 

  9 

It does not appear that the carriers are taking steps to meet the current deadline of 10 

December 31, 2002.  Ameritech Illinois states that its approach “has been to install new external 11 

NIDs whenever a technician is dispatched to a location without a NID (installation or repair), 12 

except under extreme workload conditions” (AI Ex. 1.0 at 7).  Ameritech Illinois states that “A 13 

program to install new external NIDS in all locations would be … expensive and… would unduly 14 

burden the network installation and repair force” (AI Ex. 1.0 at 8, emphasis added.), implying that 15 

Ameritech Illinois is not undertaking such a program at this time.  Similarly, IITA states that most 16 

small carriers have begun installing NIDs, but that they contemplate installing NIDs as it is 17 

“economically feasible,” asserting that it would be cost prohibitive to do so by December 31, 18 

2002 (Hendricks Testimony at 3).      19 

Q.  WHAT IS THE PURPOSE AND SIGNIFICANCE OF INSTALLING NIDS AT ALL 20 

CUSTOMER LOCATIONS? 21 

A. The NID marks the end of the regulated telephone company network and the beginning of 22 
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the unregulated inside wire.  The Commission found, when it ordered carriers to undertake the 1 

NID program over fourteen years ago, that the installation of NIDs is beneficial so that consumers 2 

know the exact point where carrier responsibility for wiring commences and so that they have a 3 

readily accessible test point for the determination of service problems (Third Interim Order at 3).  4 

  5 

 Another important benefit of NIDs is that they facilitate customer choice in obtaining 6 

inside wiring services and act to mitigate the inherent advantage that the local telephone company 7 

has retained as the provider of the regulated network.  With a NID, a customer can diagnose a 8 

service outage and determine whether it is due to network problems, which require telephone 9 

company intervention, or due to inside wiring or customer premises equipment problems, which 10 

the customer could attend to independently or through the use of alternative repair options.  11 

Without a NID, a customer has no way of knowing the source of a service outage.  Without a 12 

NID, a customer must go to the trouble and delay of arranging a premises visit to determine 13 

where the problem lies.  If an Ameritech Illinois service technician determines the problem is with 14 

the inside wiring, many customers will choose to have the service technician go ahead and repair 15 

the inside wiring rather than suffer the additional delay and inconvenience of arranging alternative 16 

repairs.  Customers may end up paying more, and competition is stymied. 17 

 While highly unlikely, a customer without a NID could choose to have a company other 18 

than Ameritech Illinois do the initial diagnosis.  If the problem turns out to be in the Ameritech 19 

Illinois network, the customer may have to pay for the independent diagnostic visit and would still 20 

have to arrange for Ameritech Illinois repair service.  Because of this possible additional cost and 21 

inconvenience, customers are much more likely to call Ameritech Illinois rather than an 22 
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independent contractor when service conditions arise that the customer cannot diagnose due to 1 

lack of a NID.    2 

 Another anticompetitive impact that arises due to the lack of ubiquitous NIDs is that 3 

customers may be more likely to purchase Ameritech Illinois’ inside wire maintenance plan, since 4 

they cannot diagnose inside wiring problems independently.     5 

 For all of these reasons, it is important that the Commission hold fast on the already-6 

extended deadline for NID installations. 7 

Q. IS IT REASONABLE FOR THE ILEC TO WAIT TO INSTALL A NID UNTIL AN 8 

END USER OR A CLEC SERVING AN END USER REQUESTS THE INSTALLATION? 9 

A. No.  Realistically, a requirement that the end user affirmatively request a NID installation 10 

would mean that, for most end users, no NID would be installed until a problem arises.  While 11 

some end users may request a NID installation before an occasion arises when a NID is needed, 12 

most customers would not be that knowledgeable or show that much foresight.  Most end users 13 

would wait until a NID is needed, i.e., if service problems arise or if inside wire work is planned.  14 

As discussed above, in such situations, the lack of a pre-existing NID can inconvenience 15 

customers and greatly increases the likelihood that the end user would use the carrier’s inside wire 16 

services.  The carrier’s failure to install NIDs before they are needed means that the carrier uses 17 

its control of the regulated telecommunications network to increase its market power in the 18 

unregulated, and supposedly competitive, inside wiring market as well.  This is anticompetitive 19 

and, by depriving customers of the ability to choose on a level playing field among inside wire 20 

service options on the basis of factors such as price and quality, deprives customers of 21 

meaningful, possibly less expensive alternatives.   22 
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Q. PLEASE COMMENT ON THE REASONS AMERITECH ILLINOIS GIVES FOR 1 

OPPOSING A UBIQUITOUS NID INSTALLATION REQUIREMENT. 2 

A. Ameritech Illinois cites several “practical reasons” why it opposes a ubiquitous NID 3 

installation requirement, including customer inconvenience and privacy concerns, the lack of 4 

discernible benefit to customers, and the expense and burden to Ameritech Illinois (AI Ex. 1.0 at 5 

7-8).  Ameritech Illinois also states that company records do not indicate which premises lack 6 

NIDs and that an exterior visual inspection would not identify an internal NID (AI Ex. 1.0 at 8-9). 7 

 None of these concerns are compelling justifications for delaying NID installations. 8 

 Since most, if not all, external NID installations would not require the customer’s 9 

presence, the customer inconvenience and privacy factors cited by Ameritech Illinois would be 10 

nonexistent for most, if not all, customers.   The alleged privacy concerns are not compelling in 11 

themselves either, since customers are accustomed to uniformed service personnel being on their 12 

premises, e.g., for routine electric, gas, and water meter reading and, for that matter, for daily 13 

mail delivery.  Further, the fact that some customers may not be aware of the uses or benefits of 14 

NIDs is no justification for depriving them of those benefits.   15 

 Ameritech Illinois’ assertion that it would have to enter every location where no external 16 

NID is present to determine whether there is an internal NID shows a lack of meaningful 17 

recordkeeping and ignores remote testing capabilities.    Customers should not be deprived of the 18 

benefits of NIDs because Ameritech Illinois has failed to maintain proper records, despite a 19 

fourteen year standing requirement that NIDs be installed.   Further, the existence of some types 20 

of NIDs can be determined through remote testing from the central office.  If Ameritech Illinois 21 

cannot identify an internal NID remotely, it can simply install an external NID without regard to 22 
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whether there is an internal NID.  I am not aware of any adverse consequences of having both an 1 

external NID and an internal NID on a line.  I recommend that the Commission specify that, in 2 

situations where both an external NID and an internal NID may be installed, the carrier’s network 3 

responsibilities extend to the internal NID unless the carrier chooses to remove it.   4 

Q. DO YOU HAVE ANY COMMENTS ON AMERITECH’S CLAIM THAT THE 5 

EXPENSE AND BURDEN OF INSTALLING NIDS JUSTIFY DELAY OR NON-6 

COMPLIANCE? 7 

A.  Ameritech Illinois’ complaints regarding the expense and burdens of installing NIDS do 8 

not justify further delay or non-compliance.  The carriers have been on notice for over 14 years of 9 

the Commission’s directive and have had ample opportunity to schedule the additional work in a 10 

manner that would not impose on their ability to meet other service obligations.  While Ameritech 11 

Illinois may wish to avoid the expense of NID installation now that it is a price cap company, it 12 

had the opportunity to incur the NID expenses during its years of traditional regulation but 13 

apparently chose not to implement the Commission order at that time either.  The expenses that 14 

will now be required should be of no consequence as the Commission considers, for the third 15 

time, the NID installation requirement 16 

Q. IS IT REASONABLE TO ALLOW A CARRIER TO NOT INSTALL A NID DUE TO 17 

“EXTREME WORKLOAD CONDITIONS” AS PROPOSED BY AMERITECH ILLINOIS? 18 

A. No.  Ameritech Illinois states that its approach “has been to install new external NIDs 19 

whenever a technician is dispatched to a location without a NID (installation or repair), except 20 

under extreme workload conditions” (AI Ex. 1.0 at 7).  Ameritech Illinois did not specify what it 21 

considers to be “extreme workload conditions,” or how often it has not installed NIDs during 22 
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premises visits as a result of such alleged conditions. Ameritech Illinois’ proposal would further 1 

delay the benefits of ubiquitous NID installations by allowing an ambiguous exemption that could 2 

be claimed at the carrier’s or the individual technician’s discretion. 3 

 4 

 I can report anecdotally that Ameritech Illinois did not install a NID during the installation 5 

premises visit to my residence in August 1998.  Only when my residence had service problems in 6 

the summer of 2000 did I realize that there was no NID.  During the resulting premises visit, the 7 

Ameritech Illinois technician completed the needed work (which was not related to the inside 8 

wiring) but still did not install a NID.  As he prepared to depart, I asked him to install a NID and 9 

he delayed his departure to do so.  The installation took only a few minutes.  While Ameritech 10 

Illinois may claim extreme workload conditions because of the widespread service problems 11 

during the summer of 2000, I am not aware of any possible justification for Ameritech Illinois’ 12 

failure to install a NID during the installation premises visit in 1998.        13 

 If the Commission is inclined to allow a carrier to avoid NID installations due to “extreme 14 

workload conditions,” it should at least specify that a carrier must demonstrate to the Commission 15 

ahead of time that “extreme workload conditions” exist and obtain Commission approval to defer 16 

NID installations on that basis.  17 

 18 

V. Reporting 19 

 20 
Q. PLEASE COMMENT ON IITA’S POSITION REGARDING THE REPORTING 21 

REQUIREMENTS IN THE PROPOSED RULE. 22 
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A. IITA states that there is no basis for concluding that the additional reporting requirements 1 

will have “any effect on carriers’ service quality” and that the reporting requirements are arbitrary. 2 

 (Hendricks Testimony at 5.)  I do not agree.  The Commission’s part 730 has required carriers to 3 

maintain data on their service quality performance for years, and the reporting changes contained 4 

in the Staff’s draft reflect the changes adopted by the General Assembly in the new section 13-712 5 

of the Public Utilities Act.  Further, in order to ensure that service quality is maintained at a 6 

sufficient level, data must be maintained to allow the carrier, the Commission and the public to 7 

monitor performance.  Finally, contrary to IITA’s position, public disclosure and reporting 8 

encourage accountability and lead to better performance.  For these reasons, IITA’s 9 

recommendation that reporting requirements be relaxed should not be adopted. 10 

VI. Penalties 11 

 12 
Q. PLEASE RESPOND TO VERIZON’S PROPOSED MODIFICATIONS TO SECTION 13 

730.120. 14 

A. Verizon recommends that section 730.120 be modified to require the Commission to 15 

consider “the diligence of the carrier in attempting to comply with the provisions of this part,” in 16 

addition to the minimum considerations required by section 13-712 of the Public Utilities Act, in 17 

determining the appropriate fines, penalties, or other enforcement mechanisms for failure to meet 18 

the service quality rules.  I recommend that this language not be added.  The focus of the rule 19 

should be on results, not on a subjective view of a carrier’s efforts to meet the established 20 

standards.  Whether a carrier was “diligent” is not as important as whether the carrier actually 21 

provided reliable service.  Many of the service quality measurements already provide exclusions to 22 
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eliminate the effect of extraneous situations or extraordinary demands on the carrier’s resources, 1 

e.g., emergency situations or lack of access to the property (see sections 730.535, 730.540, and 2 

730.545).  Further, the statute and the rule as drafted allow the Commission to consider factors in 3 

addition to those specified in the statute.  Thus, the Commission may consider a carrier’s efforts if 4 

and to the extent it deems them to be relevant. 5 

 Verizon recommends that the phrase “or other users of the network” be deleted from the 6 

requirement that the Commission consider the relative harm that a service quality failure causes 7 

“the affected customer or other users of the network.”  However, that phrase should be retained, 8 

because it mirrors the language of the new Section 13-712 of the Public Utilities Act.  9 

 10 

Q. DOES THIS COMPLETE YOUR REBUTTAL TESTIMONY IN THIS 11 

PROCEEDING? 12 

A. Yes, it does.13 
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